Introduction
Titulature is one of the most vital tools for pre-modern states in terms of legitimising their authority not only for their own subjects but also for the polities they had contact with. Like any other medieval and early-Modern state, the titulature that the Ottomans used for themselves and for others cannot be seen as anything more than conscious choice. As Kafadar puts it, "we have to regard the fact that they (Ottomans) equated padişah and emperor,1 and placed the king below them, and called the Venetian doge beg not as coincidence but as conscious preference."2 Accordingly, a group of studies have been devoted to the titulature that the Ottoman sultans used for themselves as a reflection of Ottoman sovereignty and legitimacy to rule.3 Those studies dealing with the 1 For more on this see Halil İnalcık, " Padişah", Diyanet İslam Ansiklopedisi, 34 (2007) The Byzantine/Roman7 imperial tradition presents a very interesting case study for mechanisms of disdain, negligence, and appropriation in the Ottoman world. Although a clearly-defined consciousness as in the above-quotation from Kafadar had not yet been formed in the early Ottoman historiography, in which the representative of this genre referred to the foreign figures mainly with their names or the way they sounded-hence Lazoğlu for the Serbian polity with reference to the Serbian king Lazar or kral with reference to the Serbian term for king, and Rim-Papa or Papos for the Pope, etc.-they can by no means be regarded in complete ignorance of the importance of titulature in this period. The major problem with carrying out such a study, however, lies in the fact that there is not enough official documentation that would enable a full-fledged analysis of Byzantine-Ottoman diplomatic relations through titulature. Moreover, such major sources as the kanunname of Mehmed ii and 
